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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments, filed October 21 , 2008, with respect to the rejection(s) of 
claim(s) 1-7 under 35 USC 102(b) and 35 (JSC 103(a) have been fully considered and 
are persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. However, upon further 
consideration, a new ground(s) of rejection is made in view of Guile et al. (EP 677498 
A2) and Bonzo (U.S. Patent No. 4,557,773). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claim 1-2 and 4-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Guile. Guile teaches a method of selectively plugging the openings of a 
honeycomb structure by masking the openings, immersing the masked end in a slurry, 
and pressing the structure down, after which the structure is removed from the slurry 
and fired. Guile does not teach the step of removing excess slurry from the end of the 
honeycomb. However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to scrape any excess from the end of the honeycomb to reduce 
waste and to provide a clean end surface. 
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Regarding claims 2 and 4, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to remove the excess slurry before, during, or after 
separating the structure from the reservoir with a reasonable expectation of success. 

Regarding claim 5, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to remove the slurry before drying it so that the excess may be 
reused. 

Regarding claim 6, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to remove the excess by scraping in order to provide a flat end 
surface. 

Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Guile as 
applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Otaka (US Patent No. 4,818,317). Guile 
does not specifically teach a drying step. Otaka teaches that the plugging material 
should be dried by hot air immediately after plugging to prevent absorption into the 
honeycomb structure. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to dry Guile's plugged structure immediately after plugging to 
prevent absorption into the honeycomb structure. 

Claims 1, 2 and 4-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Paisley (US Patent No. 4,432,918). Paisley teaches a method of plugging the 
openings of a honeycomb structure by immersing the end in a slurry and pressing down 
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so the honeycomb contacts the bottom of the container (see Fig. 2b), after which the 
structure is removed from the slurry and allowed to dry. 

Paisley does not teach the step of removing excess slurry from the end of the 
honeycomb. However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to scrape any excess from the end of the honeycomb to reduce 
waste and to provide a clean end surface. 

Regarding claims 2 and 4, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to remove the excess slurry before, during, or after 
separating the structure from the reservoir with a reasonable expectation of success. 

Regarding claim 5, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to remove the slurry before drying it so that the excess may be 
reused. 

Regarding claim 6, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to remove the excess by scraping in order to provide a flat end 
surface. 

Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Paisley 
as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Otaka. Paisley does not specifically 
teach a step of drying by heat or air. Otaka teaches that the plugging material should 
be dried by hot air immediately after plugging to prevent absorption into the honeycomb 
structure. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
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invention to dry Paisley's plugged structure immediately after plugging to prevent 
absorption into the honeycomb structure. 

Claims 1-2 and 4-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over either of Guile in view of Bonzo or Paisley in view of Bonzo. Guile teaches a 
method of selectively plugging the openings of a honeycomb structure by masking the 
openings, immersing the masked end in a slurry, and pressing the structure down. 
Paisley teaches a method of plugging the openings of a honeycomb structure by 
immersing the end in a slurry and pressing down so the honeycomb contacts the bottom 
of the container (see Fig. 2b), after which the structure is removed from the slurry and 
allowed to dry. Neither Guile nor Paisley teaches the step of removing the excess slurry 
from the end of the structure. However, Bonzo teaches excess slurry should be wiped 
away from the ends of honeycomb structure when selectively plugging openings. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
apply the cleaning method of Bonzo to the plugging method of either Guile or Paisley in 
order to maintain the exterior shape of the honeycomb structure. 

Regarding claims 2, 4, and 6, Bonzo teaches that the excess slurry may be 
scraped away while the openings are being plugged. 

Regarding claim 5, Bonzo teaches that the slurry should be removed before 

firing. 
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Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over either of 
Guile in view of Bonzo or Paisley in view of Bonzo as applied to claim 1 above, and 
further in view of Otaka. Neither Guile nor Paisley specifically teaches a step of drying 
by heat or air. Otaka teaches that the plugging material should be dried by hot air 
immediately after plugging to prevent absorption into the honeycomb structure. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to dry 
Paisley's plugged structure immediately after plugging to prevent absorption into the 
honeycomb structure. 

Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over either of 
Guile in view of Otaka or Paisley in view of Otaka. Guile teaches a method of 
selectively plugging the openings of a honeycomb structure by masking the openings, 
immersing the masked end in a slurry, and pressing the structure down. Paisley 
teaches a method of plugging the openings of a honeycomb structure by immersing the 
end in a slurry and pressing down so the honeycomb contacts the bottom of the 
container (see Fig. 2b), after which the structure is removed from the slurry and allowed 
to dry. Neither Guile nor Paisley specifically teaches a step of drying by heat or air. 
Otaka teaches that the plugging material should be dried by hot air immediately after 
plugging to prevent absorption into the honeycomb structure. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to dry a plugged 
honeycomb structure immediately after plugging to prevent absorption into the 
honeycomb structure. 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to JAMES CORNO whose telephone number is (571)270- 
5829. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday 9:30am-5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Melvin Curtis Mayes can be reached on 571-272-1234. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/JAMES CORNO/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 1793 

JC 

January 18, 2009 
/Melvin Curtis Mayes/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 1793 



